It is generally assumed that viruses which are classified within the same group should have the same morphology. However, the accepted diameter (I5 to 30 nm.) of picornaviruses (International Committee, 1963) allows for considerable variation in virus size. Nevertheless, this wide range does not include the reported size of a significant number of animal enteroviruses (Table I) . Since electron microscopy is used routinely in many diagnostic laboratories to speed the identification of viruses, it is of practical as well as theoretical importance to find if the established serotypes of enteroviruses are the same in size. Our interests, however, are limited to agents of farm animals, so we have examined strains of virus from cattle, pigs and sheep.
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Short communications La Placa, Portolani & Lamieri (I965) recognized two groups of bovine enteroviruses. We examined two agents isolated by Luginbuhl & Black 0960: Ecbo 93 belonging to group I and Ecbo 48 belonging to group a. In addition we examined three serotypes of bovine enteroviruses isolated in these laboratories (McFerran, I962 ) . One of these (VG(5)z7, Fig. a) belongs to group I of La Placa et al. (I 965) . All of these viruses had a mean diameter which fell within the range 28 + 3 nm. Routine examination for diagnostic purposes of a large number of viruses isolated from the faeces of cattle and pigs in Northern Ireland revealed only viruses of morphologically identifiable groups (e.g. reovirus and adenovirus groups), and agents which measured 28 + 3 nm. and were similar in morphology to the enteroviruses of known serotype. On a few occasions, however, particles were seen which resembled enteroviruses in their staining properties but measured zI + 3 nm. in diameter. These viruses were ultimately identified as members of the parvovirus group. We conclude that the enteroviruses of sheep, pigs and cattle which we have examined do not differ detectably in size, and the methods used revealed no structural differences. The homogeneity which we found for animal enteroviruses is at variance with some but not all earlier work (Table I ). The discrepancies that exist in the results obtained by various investigators are, as suggested by Plummer 0965), probably due to lack of standardization of techniques.
Short communications
Measurements of animal enteroviruses are useful in interpreting electron micrographs for routine veterinary diagnostic purposes because particles with a mean size outside this range cannot represent an animal enterovirus of known serotype. It may well be possible to define narrower limits for the mean size of these agents than we have attempted but, although this could have theoretical merit, we have found in practice that when for diagnostic purposes a small number (Io to 2o) of particles are found the apparent mean diameter can vary within the range quoted. Negative staining 3o to 37 Negative staining 4o * These viruses differ in structure from the other agents.
We do not imply that all agents presently classified as picornaviruses are morphologically identical and differ only serologically from the enteroviruses of farm animals: thus picornaviruses of cats (Zwillenberg & Burki, I966) resemble vesicular exanthema virus of pigs (Nardelli et al. I968 ) and the latter agents, although referred to as picornaviruses (Andrewes & Pereira, 1967) , differ in structure from' normal' enteroviruses (Horne& Nagington, 1959; Mayor, I964) . Furthermore, foot-and-mouth disease virus (FMDV) has been distinguished by several criteria, including size, from both vesicular exanthema virus and a 'normal' pig enterovirus (Nardelli et al. I968) . The distinction between FMDV and bovine enteroviruses has also been pointed out by Martin, Johnston & Clements 097o), who concluded that the base compositions of several bovine enteroviruses were similar to that of poliovirus but significantly different from that of FMDV. A recent report on virus nomenclature by the subcommittee of vertebrate viruses suggests that the picornavirus group may be subdivided (Andrewes et al. I97O 
